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G E R A L D  R .  S M I T H  
THE MARCH1963, I S S U E  of Library Research 
in Progress reported that in 1961 alone a total of $1,100,000 was spent 
on library research in this country. 'This figure stands in sharp contrast 
to the total of $600,000 made available for the three-year period from 
1955 to 1957, and it suggests a growing awareness of the need for 
further research in this important field. 
Several events during the past eight years have served both as a 
stimulus to and a reflection of this awareness. In 1956 the Ford Foun- 
dation established the Council on Library Resources with a grant of 
$5 million to be expended over a five-year period. This program was 
extended for another seven to ten years with a grant of $8 million in 
1961. Since their inception in 1957 and 1958 respectively, the CO- 
operative Research Branch and the Educational Media Branch of the 
Office of Education have provided over $300,000 for research in li- 
brary science. The Library Services Act has devoted a similar amount 
to surveys and research.l Finally, this conference itself is perhaps the 
best indication of a heightened interest in research in this field. 
From all indications, then, it appears likely that the funds for li- 
brary research will continue to increase. Whether or not persons inter- 
ested in this research are able to tap the resources that will be made 
available will depend substantially upon their ability to present pro- 
posals which deal with significant problems and which propose ap- 
propriate research designs for examining them. 
Proposal preparation, or the art of grantsmanship, as it is sometimes 
called, is only a means to an end and while it is sometimes scorned 
by those who would be about the business of research, such scorn is 
partly the result of a misconception of proposal writing as a process 
completely detached from the process of research. This viewpoint is 
short-sighted since it emphasizes the selling of an idea rather than 
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the generation and development of an idea. It often results in a hastily 
drawn proposal which offers little likelihood of obtaining support. By 
way of contrast, the preparation of the proposal can be thought of as 
the initial planning step in the research process, which, if done well, 
will not only enhance one’s chances of getting the cold cash but will 
also improve the quality of the research. I t  is with this latter view- 
point in mind, then, that this paper will attempt to deal with some of 
the inadequacies found in research proposals. 
The discussion is divided into five major sections which correspond 
for the most part with the format of a research proposal. While the 
format used is that of the Cooperative Research Program, it is suffi- 
ciently similar to what is typically required by funding agencies to be 
of general value. The sections are (1)problem inadequacies, ( 2 )  in-
adequacies in the review of related research, ( 3 )  inadequacies in the 
objectives, ( 4 )  procedural inadequacies, and ( 5 )  communication in- 
ad equacies. 
All of these inadequacies, it should be stressed, are inadequacies 
of research proposals, and while I feel there would be some corre- 
lation between these inadequacies and those found in the research 
process itself, no empirical evidence is available to substantiate this. 
Furthermore, some judgments must be made on the basis of less evi- 
dence than would be available from the research itself. Also, the lack 
of an explicit statement in a research proposal, while often considered 
an inadequacy, does not mean that the initiator of the proposal is 
ignorant about the point in question. It does mean, however, that 
he has failed to display a crucial piece of information or know-how 
in the proposal. Finally, although many of the illustrations used in 
this paper have been drawn from the field of library research, they 
are by no means unique to this field. In fact, a study which I con-
ducted on a random sample of proposals from the Cooperative Re- 
search Program reveals similar inadequacies in proposals dealing with 
many aspects of education. With these cautions in mind, let us ex- 
amine the inadequacies. 
Problem Inadequacies 
The four major inadequacies that occur within the statement of the 
problem are ( 1) the problem lacks universal significance, ( 2 )  the 
problem statement is oriented toward practice, ( 3 )  the probIem is 
unclear, undelimited, or incomplete, and (4) the theoretical frame- 
work for the study is inadequate or lacking. 
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The question of whether or not a problem is significant is by no 
means an easy one to answer. As this paper was being prepared, an 
article in the Washington Star attributed remarks to a United States 
senator which were critical of federal support for Harlow’s work on 
the “Nature and Development of the Affectional Relationship of the 
Infant Monkey and His Mother,’’ and to a study of the sex life of 
the gypsy moth. To the senator, both of these studies dealt with 
trivial, insignificant problems, Yet, the first could have important im- 
plications for the child rearing practices of human beings, and the 
second could provide clues to the control of the gypsy moth and 
the damage it causes to the agricultural industry. This observation 
is not intended to deny the senator his opinion, but simply to point 
out the difficulty of judging the significance of a research idea. 
Perhaps the first distinction to be made is between inherent and 
contextual significance. Are there some topics which are inherently 
insignificant and if so, by what criteria do we identify them? By the 
same token, are there topics which are not inherently insignificant, 
but which are made so by the way they are presented? The answers 
to these questions provide a basis for further discussion. 
While the rationale cannot be developed fully within the space of 
this paper, there appear to be some problems which are inherently 
less significant than others, and the question of inherent significance 
must be decided on the basis of the universality of a problem’s appeal. 
A problem whose importance is primarily of value to a given time, 
place, and audience is only of “particular significance.” On the other 
hand, a problem which promises to have value beyond the immediate 
setting in which it takes place is one of “universal significance.” These 
two concepts of particular and universal significance represent the 
opposite ends of a single continuum. This implies that there may be 
some element of universality in all proposals of particular significance 
and vice versa. It should be stressed that the limits of time, place, 
and audience are unrelated to sample generalizability, which also 
affects a problem’s significance. A study could be restricted to blind 
students, for example, and have universality simply because its find- 
ings are not limited to the particular group of blind students under 
study. 
Now let us examine two illustrations of problems from the March 
1963 issue of Library Research in Progress. They are: (1.)The Needs 
of the Calaveras County ( Calif.) Free Library, and ( 2 . )  Suburban 
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Use of the Core City Book Collection in Greater Kansas City, Mis- 
souri-Kansas. 
Although a specific locality is mentioned in each of these, they 
would be placed at different points along the particular-universal 
continuum. The first, on the needs of Calaveras County Free Library, 
is considered primarily of particular significance because it probably 
would offer few findings that would be of value for libraries through- 
out the country, even those within similar counties. The implications 
of the second example for urban libraries throughout the country 
hold far more promise, and this study would be placed further along 
the continuum toward the universal end. 
So much for problems which are inherently limited in significance. 
Other problems, not inherently limited, become of limited value when 
they are cast in the context of a specific study. Research problems 
that deal with teaching effectiveness, for example, could hardly be 
reviewed as having limited significance. Yet, they become limited 
in significance when they are cast in a context which promises to 
yield little beyond what is already known. For example, a number 
of studies have attempted without much success to administer a wide 
variety of tests to teachers and to relate the scores obtained to some 
criterion of teaching effectiveness. A proposal, then, which stated the 
problem of teaching effectiveness in similar terms would have lim- 
ited significance unless it also offered some reason for believing it 
would work when others had failed. The generalizability of the 
sample, which was alluded to earlier, also illustrates a problem whose 
significance is limited by the approach used. 
Action-Oriented Problems. Librarianship, like medicine, administra- 
tion, teaching and law began as the practice of a profession, and the 
emphasis on practice continues to cause difficulties for those who are 
interested in research. This is particularly true for those professions 
like teaching and librarianship that have just begun to take an in- 
terest in research. The research personnel in these fields have too often 
had a background and experience which equipped them for practice 
rather than research. As a result, the problems they identify and the 
approaches they adopt are those of practitioners rather than re-
searchers. 
Action-oriented problems are those which call for an immediate 
decision or action on the part of those concerned with the problem. 
A teacher is faced with a student who is having difficulties. He wants 
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to provide reading instruction which will begin where the 7’ ,dent 
is and help him to make progress as rapidly as possible. He  cannot 
take time to define in careful detail four or five possible approaches 
and then to evaluate them in a controlled experiment before selecting 
one. Consequently, he selects an approach which his experience tells 
him has been successful with similar types of students in the past. 
A researcher sometimes sees a similar problem, but he views it not 
in terms of “Johnny’s reading needs,” but in terms of “students with 
certain characteristics,” and his proposal is not designed to help a 
specific Johnny now but to find out something that might be of value 
to the teachers of future Johnnies. All of this is by way of saying that 
those who try to serve immediate needs now and to discover at the 
same time something about future needs are confusing the aims of 
teaching and research, probably to the detriment of both. 
TO illustrate this confusion within the field of librarianship, two 
hypothetical proposals need to be described. One proposal has as its 
purpose the improvement of training for librarians. To this end the 
present program is reviewed and suggestions are made. Some courses 
are dropped, others are added, and still others are revised. Another 
proposal is also interested in the improvement of training for librar- 
ians. A new program is developed and students are selected at  random 
for training in this program and the comTentiona1 one which had 
similar objectives. Various measures of knowledge and skills asso- 
ciated with librarianship are administered to the students who have 
taken both programs to determine which is the most effective. The 
first illustrates the process of improving a training program, while 
the second is research. The difference is not just the evaluation which 
was included; it is the question of purpose which underlies the ac- 
tivity. The first is concerned with an immediate improvement of a 
specific program while the second is more interested in the charac- 
teristics of effective training programs. While this distinction is ad- 
mittedly not always an easy one to make, it is one that must be made 
if research and practice are not to be continually confused. 
Unclear, Undelirnited, and Incomplete Problems. The third problem 
weakness to be considered is that of the unclear, undelimited, or in- 
complete problem statement. While clarity, delimitation, and com-
pleteness are not necessarily the same concepts, they occur SO fre-
quently together and are manifested in such similar ways that it 
seems reasonabIe to consider them together. 
The lack of precision in language is one of the indicators of an 
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unclear problem. Its effect can be illustrated by the debate over 
central versus departmental libraries. (The terms “centralized” or 
“consolidated on the one hand and “decentralized” on the other, are 
also used). A researcher who is interested in comparing these two 
forms of library service must be careful that the terms central and 
departmental do not lure him into the trap of dichotomous thinking 
-a library is either a central library or a departmental one. Not only 
is there no advantage, save that of false simplicity, in dividing library 
systems into two such camps, but there is actually some danger in 
doing so. The researcher may mislead himself in believing that only 
these two types exist. In reality, many library systems have charac- 
teristics of both types. In  fact, Marron, writing in Physics Today, 
suggests that the selection of either extreme of centralization or de- 
centralization would result in an absurd situation. “What could be 
more absurd,” he asks, “than a large well-stocked, well-run library 
with no users?’ At the same time, he suggests that “it is equally ab- 
surd to expect departmental libraries to acquire and manage all the 
information requirements of the groups they serve.” His recom-
mendation, then, is that library systems adopt the most useful char- 
acteristics of both of these types. The point of this illusbation, how- 
ever, is not whether central libraries, departmental libraries, or some 
combination of both are to be recommended, but whether any re- 
searcher interested in this problem would not do well to begin by 
describing as carefully as possible the patterns of library service 
that are used. If he does not consider this difficulty in preparing the 
proposal, but instead acts as if there are only two distinct types of 
library systems, then this problem statement will be over-simplified, 
unclear, and incomplete. 
Inadequate Theoretical Base. A final difficulty of major importance 
in the problem section of research proposals is the inadequate theo- 
retical framework. Its inclusion within the discussion of the problem is 
somewhat arbitrary, and it might have been considered as easily 
under the review of related research. However, since problems are 
often stated in relation to a theoretical backdrop, it is not out of 
place here. 
The inadequate theoretical framework, like the problem of Iimited 
significance, is not an either-or matter. Some problems do not require 
theoretical frameworks, and would look absurd if cast in such terms. 
However, few would quarrel with the observation that those prob- 
lems which can be stated in terms of a theoretical framework should 
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be. The problem which is described in terms of a theoretical frame- 
work offers an advantage over one that is not. It not only enables 
the researcher to uncover a specific piece of new knowledge, it also 
enables him to integrate that knowledge into a conceptual framework 
and to determine thereby the fruitfulness of that framework for ex- 
plaining the problem. In a sense, the question of theoretical signifi- 
cance is but an aspect of general problem significance for it deals 
with the same issue of particular versus universal knowledge. 
With regard to a theoretical framework, library research is not 
greatly different from the rest of research related to education. From 
what admittedly was a rather cursory examination of several issues 
of Library Research in Progress, and of the library research proposals 
submitted to the Cooperative Research Program, it appears that very 
little of the research in this field makes any reference to theory. 
This statement does not deny the fact that for much of what is 
being done, a theory would be a useless appendage. The point being 
made, however, is that there are theories which could be of value in 
the study of library problems, and that if more library researchers 
were conversant with these theoretical positions, they might be iden- 
tifying completely different problems for study. The general area of 
communication theory and the specific aspect of communication 
theory known as information theory are examples of such theories. 
Inadequucies in the Review of Reluted Research 
Apparently the review of related research is one of the most mis- 
understood parts of the research process. Institutions of higher edu- 
cation have long encouraged graduate students to examine the re- 
search literature in order to determine whether or not the study they 
have in mind has been done before. This traditional purpose has 
been called into question recently. L i n d ~ a l l , ~  for example, has made 
the observation that it is ‘‘. . . doubtful that any candidate can ever 
discover references to any considerable portion of the studies that 
have been carried out in his area of interest.” A study by Tauber and 
Lilley reported findings which support this observation. 
Others have suggested that the review be carried out for different 
purposes. Travers feels, for example, that the review of research 
should provide an overview of the current framework of theory in 
a problem area. He  expects the student-and this could certainly 
apply to a more experienced researcher-to extract from the review 
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a theory in terms of which he plans to operate. Lindvalls concurs 
in this observation and mentions also the need to establish the exact 
relationship between the research reviewed and the project to be 
undertaken. That the review should present a critical analysis of the 
cited research is often implied and sometimes made explicit by those 
who write about the process of research. Good and S c a t e ~ , ~  for in- 
stance, think the reviewer should call attention to hidden weaknesses, 
assumptions that are not made explicit, crucial factors that are not 
controlled or measured, and conclusions that do not follow from the 
facts. Considered together, these isolated comments suggest that the 
review of related research serves the following purposes : 
1. It offers some evidence that the study has not been done before. 
2. It demonstrates the investigator’s knowledge of previous re-
search in the problem area and related areas. 
3. It suggests a rationale and hypotheses for the reviewer’s own 
research. 
4, It evaluates the strengths and weaknesses of previous studies 
related to the reviewer’s problem area. 
5. It describes the relationship between what has been done in 
the past and the reviewer’s proposed efforts. 
In a recent study this author examined approximately 100 Coopera-
tive Research proposals dealing with a variety of topics related to 
education. With regard to the inadequacies of the review, he found 
the following: 
1. No review was provided in 8 per cent of the proposals, despite 
a specific request that this be done. 
2. The critical examination of previous research was judged in- 
adequate in 72 per cent of the proposals. 
3. The review failed to demonstrate a relationship between past 
research and the current proposal in 54 per cent of the sample. 
4. The review reflected an inadequate knowledge of related re-
search in 45 per cent of the proposals. 
From the foregoing evidence, it seems clear that those who pre- 
pare proposals do not see the need for a review of related research 
or do not know what is to be included. If research is truly to be a 
cumulative process, building upon the accomplishments of the past, 
the importance of the review of related research must be better 
understood. 
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Inadequacies in the Objectives 
The purpose of the statement of objectives in a research proposal is 
to translate the problem into a specific research goal or goals. In 
some cases the research goals take the form of objectives; in others, 
hypotheses or questions. Frequently, a proposal employs some com- 
bination of objectives, hypotheses, and questions. In discussing in- 
adequacies in this section, the term objectives will be used arbitrarily 
to represent all three unless specific distinctions are made. 
Weaknesses in objectives usually take one of the following forms: 
( 1 )  The objectives are not made explicit. (2 )  Tbe objectives are un- 
clear. ( 3 )  The objectives lack specificity. (4)The objectives are not 
expressed in operational terms. Let us consider each of these in turn. 
The first inadequacy suggests that for a given problem, a large 
number of objectives is possible and that it is not sufficient to simply 
state a problem and leave it to the reader to guess what the objec- 
tives will be. As strange as it may seem, however, there are proposals 
that do precisely that, Consider the following paragraph from the 
problem statement of a proposal which focused on pre-retirement 
programs. 
We have not adequately studied ( a )  the impact of such programs 
on the retirees-and the difference such programs make for the in-
dividual after retirement; ( b) the variations in treatment depending 
upon auspices, content, and method, and their varying significance; 
(c ) the proper role within the preparation-for-retirement framework 
for the two institutionalized agents dealing most directly with these 
problems, namely management groups and labor unions. 
It is clear from this statement that each of the mentioned aspects 
of this problem could be turned into a research goal for study. How-
ever, the proposal never explicitly states that one, two, or all three 
of them represent the study objectives. As a result, the reader must 
attempt to construct the objectives from the remainder of the pro- 
posal. Clearly, something as important as the objectives of a project 
cannot be left to the reader. 
While the lack of clarity in the objectives of proposals can be 
described in several ways, two major types need to be distinguished 
for the purposes of this paper. The first has been designated “expres- 
sive clarity,” and the second, “technical clarity.” While this distinc- 
tion is not always easy to make because the failure to be clear in 
both of these areas is frequently observed in proposals, such a dis- 
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tinction is considered helpful in understanding why objectives are 
judged deficient with regard to clarity. Expressive clarity refers es-
sentially to the author’s choice of words. Have the words been care- 
fully chosen to convey the exact meaning intended or does the in- 
itiator appear to have selected the first word that came to mind? The 
difficulty, incidentally, is not reduced by the use of currently popular 
terms such as ungraded school, team teaching, consolidated libraries, 
and individualized instruction. If anything, popular terms only be- 
cloud the issue further, for they are usually fraught with a variety of 
interpretations and meanings. Any terms used, whether familiar or 
not, should be defined in the context of the proposed study. 
The second type of clarity, which is designated technical clarity, 
goes beyond the definition of terms and takes into consideration the 
referents of the terms or the technical concepts that are implied by 
them. In a word, we are making the kind of distinction here which 
Bierstedt 8 makes with regard to real and nominal definitions. Nominal 
definitions tell us nothing about the real world; they simply provide 
us with an understanding of what a particular researcher means when 
he uses the word. Real definitions, on the other hand, actually “. . . 
assert something about the referrent of the concept defined.” In  
this regard, they are very much like hypotheses. Expressive clarity, 
then, asks merely, has the author been clear in this arbitrary choice 
of words. Technical clarity, on the other hand asks, are the concepts 
employed in harmony with the real world, as it is presently under- 
stood. Needless to say, being clear in both ways is of utmost impor- 
tance in the preparation of a proposal. 
A third inadequacy in the statement of the objectives is that they 
frequently lack specificity. The question of optimal specificity is a 
relative one. Objectives can be so broadly defined that when the 
study is completed, little gain in knowledge has accrued, or they 
can be so narrowly defined that the knowledge gained has little 
generalizability. The hope‘ is that the researcher will select a level 
of specificity that is somewhat between the two extremes. The tend- 
ency to err, however, appears to be much more frequently in the 
direction of generality. The following general hypothesis is indica- 
tive of this tendency: 
Children of elementary school age are capable of much greater in- 
tellectual activity, accomplishment, and sustained interests than is now 
asked for or obtained in elementary schools. 
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The confirmation of such an hypothesis will tell us nothing we do 
not already have much evidence for, and hence its generality is be- 
yond the level of usefulness. To determine whether or not he has 
achieved a near optimal level of specificity in stating objectives, the 
initiator of a proposal should ask himself what new knowledge and 
understanding he will have of the problem area by the achievement 
of these objectives. 
The final inadequacy to be considered under the discussion of ob- 
jectives is the failure to state objectives in operational terms. In other 
words, the initiator of the proposal has not provided the reader with a 
clear indication of what operations will be involved in the achieve- 
ment of the objectives. In this sense, the objectives of the study should 
foreshadow the procedures to be used. I t  goes without saying, too, 
that stating the objectives in operational terms not only helps the 
reader to determine the feasibility of the objectives, but it is an ex- 
cellent way for the researcher to clarify his own thinking. 
In concluding this section on objectives, it should be pointed out 
that the four inadequacies are frequently interrelated. Thus if ob- 
jectives are stated in terms of the operations to be employed in 
achieving them, their specificity and clarity will undoubtedly be im- 
proved also. 
Procedural Inadequacies 
If one were to go into all of the specific inadequacies in the pro- 
cedural section of proposals, the number discussed would be legion. 
Each major method of research bears its own inadequacies, and there 
are those that are common to several methods. Within the scope of 
this paper, it is possible to discuss only four major types of pro- 
cedural inadequacies: sampling inadequacies, instrumentation inade- 
quacies, statistical inadequacies, and other procedural activities. 
Sampling Inadequacies. In the study of a selected sample of Co-
operative Research proposals mentioned earlier, sampling inadequa- 
cies were among the most frequently occurring types. One of the 
most obvious inadequacies is the lack of a clear sampling plan. In  
some proposals this meant simply that the sampling plan was not 
described; in others, it was described in highly general terms. Con- 
sider the following example: “sampling techniques will be used to 
measure attitudes and opinions of people from all walks of life, in- 
cluding students, teachers, community leaders, and public officials.” 
No matter how straight-forward and simple a study appears to be, 
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it requires careful consideration of all of its aspects, including the 
sampling plan. 
One of the basic questions which must be asked and answered is 
this: To what population will the results be generalizable? In this 
connection, it should be made clear that the phrase “representative 
sample” means nothing unless one knows what population it is in- 
tended to represent. Very few proposals-and this is not just char- 
acteristic of library research-describe in explicit terms the popula- 
tion from which the sample will be drawn. 
Convenience samples are quite frequently used. A convenience 
sample is one which just happens to be available. Thus if a researcher 
is interested in the staffing patterns of public libraries and he selects 
those that are adjacent to his university, he is making use of a con- 
venience sample. Convenience and economy are, of course, legitimate 
considerations in selecting a sample, but they must not become the 
overriding considerations. The sample should be selected with the 
purposes of the study in mind. If a convenient sample can achieve 
those purposes as well as a more distant one, then by all means em- 
ploy the convenient sample. Many proposals, however, appear to use 
convenience samples solely for convenience sake and in so doing 
defeat the very purpose of selecting a sample. 
In proposals involving experimental design, it is important to select 
both the experimental and control groups from the same population. 
Otherwise, when the experiment is finished and differences in the 
two groups are revealed, it will be impossible to attribute the differ- 
ences to the experimental treatments which were administered to 
the groups. A particularly dubious practice with experimental studies 
is the use of intact groups. Intact groups are those which already 
exist before an experiment is contemplated. 
Supposing, for example, one wants to compare the reading achieve- 
ment, types and number of books read, and several other dimensions 
of reading habits in communities which have elementary schools with 
libraries and those that do not. The assumption that is being made, 
whether stated or not, is that whatever differences occur are the 
result of the availability of school libraries. Such an assumption is 
not justified. There might be differences in the achievement and in- 
telligence of students in the different communities. Alsg, there are 
several less tangible, but not necessarily less important, variables that 
need to be considered in using such intact groups. Perhaps the most 
important and most obvious is the socioeconomic and educational 
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level of the communities. The existence of libraries in the schools of 
one and not in another may be the manifestation of differences in the 
communities. Perhaps books and reading are highly valued in one 
community and not in the other. If by some stroke of misfortune the 
libraries were destroyed, the communities which had them might 
continue to produce children with better reading habits simply be- 
cause the parents treasured books and encouraged their children to 
read and to enjoy them. 
Regardless of how far-fetched this illustration may be, the point 
is clear that the use of intact groups presents special problems. Al- 
ternative sampling procedures should always be explored as pos-
sibilities, 
Instrumentation Znadequucies. Once the objectives, hypotheses, or 
questions of a study have been decided upon, a decision must be made 
about the types of data needed to achieve the objectives, test the 
hypotheses, or answer the questions. The data, in turn, will determine 
the instrumentation to be employed, Many proposals submitted to the 
Cooperative Research Program do not provide a sufficient descrip- 
tion of the instrumentation to evaluate its appropriateness for the 
objectives of the study. Indicating that a questionnaire or depth in- 
terview will be employed is about as helpful as stating that appropri- 
ate instruments will be used. Neither gives the reviewer enough spec- 
ificity to render a reasonable judgment of the proposal’s merits. 
When asked about the degree of specificity that is desirable in pro- 
posals, the staff of Cooperative Research invariably replies, “the more 
the better.” It should be emphasized too, however, that the specificity 
in proposals is used for review purposes only. If the proposal is ap- 
proved, sufficient flexibility is built into the contract to enable the 
investigator to take advantage of insights gained during the course 
of the research. 
Another point bears emphasis. Whenever the instrumentation to 
be used in a study includes a new or revised instrument which is not 
widely available, a copy of the instrument, or a t  least sample items 
from it, should be attached to the proposal. Again, this will enable 
the reviewers to make a better evaluation of the proposed study. 
Statistical Inadequacies. As with the instrumentation, it is difficult 
to determine statistical inadequacies in proposals simply because most 
proposals provide so very little detail on the statistical treatment of 
the data. Some merely resort to such stock phrases as, “appropriate 
statistical techniques will be employed.” While no empirical evidence 
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is available to explain this phenomenon, the author believes that it 
is probably prompted by (1) either a feeling of inadequacy on the 
part of the initiator with regard to statistical procedures, or ( 2 )  the 
probability that he has not given much thought to the statistical 
techniques to be used. The second, of course, could stem from the 
first, from unnecessary haste in preparing the proposal, or from other 
causes. For a reason which is difficult to identify, the substantive 
specialists who are interested in research appear to be more defensive 
about their knowledge of statistics than the statisticians are about 
their knowledge of the subject matter. If the substantive specialists 
would stop apologizing for their inadequate knowledge of statistics 
and start employing statistical consultants before proposals were sub- 
mitted, many proposers would greatly strengthen both the research 
and their chances of obtaining support. As this paragraph implies, 
the lack of detail on statistical treatment of the data is the most 
frequent statistical weakness in proposals. 
Other Procedural Inadequacies. Although time and space restric- 
tions will not permit a thorough discussion of other technical inade- 
quacies that are present in proposals, a brief mention of some of the 
more frequent and serious is in order. The anticipated influence of 
the Hawthorne Effect in educational research can frequently be iden- 
tified in research proposals. The Hawthorne Effect did not originate 
in education but was coined to describe a phenomenon observed in 
a series of studies conducted from 1927 to 1932 at the Hawthorne 
Plant of the Western Electric Company in Chicago.lo As used here, 
the phrase refers to any study in which a group of subjects either 
would have received or would have been led to believe they had 
received special treatment, apart from the experimental treatment, 
that had not been accorded to the control group. Thus, the teacher 
who says to a group of students, “You are in an experiment and we 
want to see how well you do,” may be influencing the results unless 
similar remarks are made to the control group. 
Questionable assumptions often appear to be implicit in research 
proposals. They include (1) assumptions about causation (Does a 
high positive correlation between two phenomena mean that one 
causes the other?); ( 2 )  assumptions which fail to consider predis- 
posing conditions (Does the lack of a library result in poor achieve- 
ment or are they both the result of the attitudes and background of 
the people in the community?); and ( 3 )  assumptions about the na- 
ture of the data (Are non-parametric statistics proposed when there 
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are reasons for believing that parametric statistics could be employed, 
thus producing a more powerful test of the hypothesis?). 
Communication Inadequacies 
There are several inadequacies which are associated with the in- 
itiator’s ability to communicate effectively with his reader. The fre- 
quent or extended use of unscientific languagenaive  expressions, 
vague phrases, exaggerated statements-often create the impression 
that the author of a proposal is not approaching the problem with 
the detached objectivity that is essential to good research. The failure 
to provide essential details has already been alluded to in previous 
sections. This failure is perhaps the most frequent inadequacy in re- 
search proposals. The writer of the proposal often appears to expect 
the reader to read between the lines and supply the missing informa- 
tion. Finally, the lack of conciseness that is apparent in some proposals 
makes it difficult for the reviewers to follow the major line of develop- 
ment. In summary, then, it is quite important for the initiator of a 
proposal to pay particular attention to the precision in wording which 
is so essential to effective communication. 
Some Observations 
Instead of summarizing the discussion of inadequacies presented 
in this paper, I would like to conclude with twelve observations. 
Some of these may appear to be elementary, even to the point of 
being trite. Nevertheless, if these observations were taken seriously 
and an earnest effort were made to consider them, educational re-
search and the art of proposal writing would undergo considerable 
improvement. The observations are: 
1. Attention to details is the hallmark of an excellent researcher 
and an effective proposal writer. 
2. Proposal writing is not an end in itself; it is a step in the total 
research process. 
3. An extensive period of time should be allowed for the germina- 
tion and growth of a research idea. 
4. The substantive specialist should not hesitate to ask for help 
from design and statistical consultants and from funding agency per- 
sonnel. 
5. Thorough planning for a study should be done before the re-
search is begun and preferably before the proposal is written. 
Inadequacies in Research Proposals 
6. A careful review of the research literature should be made 
while the problem is under development. 
7. The problem should be whittled down to manageable propor- 
tions before it is tackled. 
8. Hypotheses or questions should be used in preference to ob- 
jectives. They generally require greater care in their statement. 
9. Don’t expect a reviewer to give you the benefit of the doubt. 
Be explicit whenever possible. 
10. If possible, a theoretical position from which to approach the 
problem should be stated. 
11. All key terms should be defined. 
12. Practice and research in a problem area should be kept distinct. 
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